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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1. The amendment of 4 May 2009 has been entered. Claims 18-22, 25, 32 and 48 have 
been amended and claims 1-17 and 33-47 have been withdrawn. Claims 18-32 and 48-53 
are pending in this application with claims 18 and 48 being independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be 
found in a prior Office action. 

3. Claims 18-23 and 27-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Say et al. (US 6,063,343) in view of Speer '963 and Kim (WO 02/102,497 Al), all 
references cited in the last Office action. Say's invention is directed to a device for 
photocatalytic purification. Say discloses in an embodiment as shown in Fig. 11 a device 
comprising a UV light source and a one-piece catalytic target structure surrounding the UV 
light source, wherein the UV light source is a germicidal lamp emitting primarily at 254 nm 
(Example 1) and wherein the catalytic target structure includes a surface having pleating 
and surrounds the UV light source (c. 10, I. 14-28). To the reaction with hydrate at the 
surface of the catalytic target structure, since Say discloses in the Examples the 
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exposing of the catalytic target structure to the UV light source in the presence of water, 
the reaction is inherently in Say's teachings. The differences between Say and the above 
claims are that Say is silent to the UV light source with the recited UV wavelength, and 
the recited mechanically coupled arrangement of the catalytic target structure to the UV 
light source. 

As to the first difference, Speer teaches in a device for treating fluids via 
photolytic and photocatalytic reactions the provision of the recited UV light source (c. 6, 1. 
31-46). The subject matter as a whole would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified Say's teachings as shown by 
Speer because the selection of any of known equivalent UV light sources as shown by 
Speer would have been within the level of ordinary skill in the art. 

As to the second difference, Kim teaches in a device for air purification the 
arrangement of a photocatalytic target structure to a UV light source such that the UV 
light source is mounted between a pair of support and the photocatalytic target structure 
is supported by the pair of support with the UV light source positioned therein (p. 7, I. 29- 
35). The pair of the support reads on the recited mechanically coupled arrangement. As 
such the selection of any of known equivalent supports to commonly support Say's catalytic 
target structure and UV light source would have been within the level of ordinary skill in 
the art. 

As to the subject matter of claim 9, Say discloses it in Example 2. 
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As to the subject matter of claim 20, Say discloses it in c. 4, 1. 35-44. 

As to the subject matter of claim 21, Say discloses it in Fig. 10. 

As to the subject matter of each of claims 22 and 23, Say discloses it in c. 4, 1. 7-9. 

As to the subject matter of each of claims 27-32, Speer teaches the limitation (c. 
8, I. 16-18 and 30-36). The subject matter as a whole would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified Say's 
teachings as shown by Speer because this would protect the UV light source from the 
fluid. 

4. Claims 24-26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Say 
'343 in view of Speer '963 and Kim '497 as applied to claims 18-23 and 27-32 above, and 
further in view of Miller (US 6,053,968). Say as applied above further discloses the 
provision of sensors to warn a user of the non-operational UV light source where the 
sensor is a photodiode and may generate an automatic service notification (paragraph 
crossing c. 7 and 8). The difference between the references as applied above and the 
instant claims is the provision the recited fiber optic cable. Miller, another reference 
cited in the last Office action, teaches in a device for fluid purification the provision of an 
indicator for indicating operational status of a UV light source (c. 5, I. 41-46). The subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified the references' teachings as shown by Miller 
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because the selection of any of known equivalent sensors for indicating the operational of 
the UV light source would have been within the level of ordinary skill in the art. The same 
is applied to claims 25 and 26 since Miller teaches that the indicator is optically shielded 
to prevent direct exposure to UV light. 

5. Claims 48 and 49 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Say '343 in view of Speer '963, Kim '497 and Miller '968, for the same reasons as stated 
in paragraphs #3 and #4 above and further of Say's teachings in c. 5, 1. 52-65. 

As to the subject matter of claim 50, since Say discloses in example different 
input power, it appears that Say's power supply is adjustable. 

6. Claims 50-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Say 
'343 in view of Speer '963, Kim '497 and Miller '968 as applied to claims 48 and 49 above, 
and further in view of Schaible et al. (US 6,972,415 B2). Say as applied above further 
discloses the provision of sensors to warn a user of the non-operational UV light source 
where the sensor is a photodiode and may generate an automatic service notification 
(paragraph crossing c. 7 and 8). The differences between the references as applied above 
and the instant claims are the limitation recited in each of the instant claims. Schaible 
teaches in a system for treating fluid with UV light the limitations (Fig. 1). The subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time the invention was made to have modified the references' teachings as shown by 
Schaible because the selection of any of known equivalent sensor arrangements would have 
been within the level of ordinary skill in the art. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 4 May 2009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive because they have been addressed in the paragraphs as set forth above. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kishor Mayekar whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1339. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nam Nguyen can be reached on (571) 272-1342. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 



Application/Control Number: 10/784,867 Page 7 

Art Unit: 1795 

access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866- 
217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN 
USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Kishor Mayekar/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1795 



